SZASZ, ON Si 


cH 


ZOPHRENIA, 


Dear Sin, 


I should like to reply to Professor Roth's criticism 
‘of my views on schizophrenia (Jounal, October 1976, 
329, P 317). 

Thave emphasized that, since Virchow, the most 
basic and rigorous definition of disease has been the 
pathological one. Professor Roth does not refute this. 
Instead, he dwells on the history and empirical value 
of clinical diagnosis. This is his dichotomy, not mine. 
T accept the clinical diagnosis of schizophrenia for 
what it is: attaching a medical-diagnostic label to a 
phenome 
disease. I insist, however, that there is, at present, 
no neuropathological or neurochemical diagnosis 
that can, in the clinical laboratory of at autopry, be 
correlated with it. When (and if) there will be one, 
then schizophrenia, too, will be a disease. Professor 
Roth has in no way refuted this simple, but I think 
important, argument, 

Professor Roth writes that ‘Of course, if illness is a 
matter of lumps, lesions, and germs most schizo- 
phrenics are perfectly healthy.’ That is precisely the 
point I am making. Psychiatry, Professor Roth then 
notes, is ‘primarily concerned with mental suffer- 
ing .. .", That, precisely, is why I contend that 
psychiatry is not a branch of medicine. Mental 
4ulfering is, of course, no les real than cancer or 
heart disease, but that does not, in my opinion, 
make it 2 disease. To be sure, the boundaries of 
‘what constitutes discase may be expanded, just as 
the boundaries of a country may be expanded. That, 
precisely, is why I contend that men like Kraepelin, 
Bieuler, and Freud were psychiatric conquistadors 
rather than medical scientists. 

T do not, as Professor Roth writes, believe that 
the so-called schizophrenic is simply the victim of 
persons or groups that ‘conspire’ against him. On 
the contrary, I have made it abundantly clear that 
‘mental paticnta’ (expecially those said to be suffering. 
from psychoses) are often nasty and troublesome 
people who coerce or even injure others, thus inviting, 
the counter-coercion called ‘psychiatric hospitaliza- 
tion’ and ‘treatment’ (1), 


Professor Roth all but ignores the issue of psychia- 
tric coercion, which T consider to be central to the 
origin, meaning, and function of the concept of 
schizophrenia. His assertion that in ‘Britain nearly all’ 
Patients go to the mental hespital voluntarily is, al 
‘mere psychiatric chauvinism. Furthermore, even if it 
‘were true that among all ‘civilized’ nations, England 
stood alone unbesmirched by the moral stain of 
Paychiatric slavery, hasn't Professor Roth himself 
raised his voice against the wholesale use of the 
diagnosis of schizophrenia as a dispositional weapon 
against ‘dissidents’ in the USSR? Hasn’t Alexander 
Solzhenitsyn (2) fully supported the charges I have 
levelled against institutional psychiatry for all these 
many decades? Wasn't Ezra Pound imprisoned, 
without trial, for 13} ycars in the United States 
Government's model madhouse in Washington, 
DG? 

Professor Roth attributes my ‘meteoric rise? and 
“growing influence and world renown’ to my i 
competence as an observer and philosopher. ‘That, 
I submit, impugns and insults the intelligence of the 
international scholarly and scientific community, 

‘Apropos Professor Roth’s remarks about | my 
influence, I should like to call attention to the recent 
recantations of two of the most prominent psychiatric 
authorities in the United States. Professor Seymour 
Kety of Harvard University, whose reputation rests 
largely on his claim that schizophrenia ie a genetic 
disease (3), told the New York Times on 7 November 
1976, that ‘Schizophrenia is not a disease, it’s an 

jon’ (4). And Dr Karl Menninger, who, both 
individually and as a member of a psychiatric clan, 
hhas operated a famous American madhouse for the 
past half-century (in which the most frequent ding- 
nosis, as in all American lunatic asylums, was, 
presumably, schizophrenia), wrote on 5 November 
1976, that ‘For one like myself who has always held 
that there is no such disease as schizophrenia, some 
articles in this... collection are a it discomnfiting’ (5). 
Tn 1963, in The Vital Balance, Menninger wrote, 
apropos schizophrenia and of my views on it: ‘We 
disagree with Szasz on technical and epistemological 
grounds. We insist that there are conditions best 
described as mental illness’ (6). 


The historical record of psychiatry speaks clearly 
‘and loudly: the leaders of this fake medical discipline 
hhave a powerful penchant for prevarication and 
‘pomposity and are guilty of systematically imprison- 
ing individuals innocent of lawbreaking. I believe, 
therefore, that my influence ia due not to the failings 
attributed to me by Profesor Roth, but to the fact 
that T tell the truth, call « spade a spade, eschew 
‘medicalized coercion, and am willing to defend, in 
‘court and out, the victims of psychiatric violence. 
‘Tuomas Szase 


State University of New York, 
Upstate Medical Center, 
Syracuse, New York 13210 
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